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METHOD AND DEVICE FOR PROCESSING 
ELECTRONIC MAIL UNDESIRABLE FOR 

USER 

This application is a 35 U.S.C. §371 ?ling of International 
Patent Application No. PCT/JP03/01831, ?led Feb. 19, 2003, 
which claims priority under 35 U.S.C. 119(a) of Japanese 
Application No. JP-2002-046049, ?led Feb. 22, 2002, the 
entire contents of which are hereby incorporated by refer 
ence. 

TECHNICAL FIELD 

The present invention relates to an email (electronic mail) 
system, and in particular, to a process regarding emails that 
are undesirable to users of the email system. 

BACKGROUND OF THE INVENTION 

In electronic mail services provided by carriers such as 
cellular phone companies, an Internet mail address, using the 
phone number (e.g. “09011112222”) of each subscriber as 
the account name and a name common to the carrier as the 

domain name is assigned to each subscriber as a default 

Internet mail address. Therefore, there exist some dealers or 
business entities generating destination addresses automati 
cally by software by altering the phone number part of the 
Internet mail address sequentially or at random and sending 
messages (advertisement messages, etc.) to an inde?nite 
number of subscribers by use of the generated destination 
addresses, by which large numbers of subscribers are receiv 
ing emails that are repeatedly sent from unfamiliar dealers, 
etc. 

Such emails are of the type making the users feel troubled 
or annoyed. Electronic mails of the type include emails uni 
laterally sent to the users, such as the so-called spam mails, 
UCEs (Unsolicited Commercial Emails) and UBEs (Unso 
licited Bulk Emails). Such emails making the users feel 
troubled or annoyed will hereinafter be called “undesirable 
emails” in this speci?cation. 

In cases where the carrier charges for email reception, each 
subscriber has to pay even when such undesirable emails are 

received. Further, in electronic mail services of cellular 
phones, etc., emails are generally delivered to the cellular 
phone, etc. one by one. Therefore, the subscriber is in formed 
of the mail reception on every email delivery from unfamiliar 
dealers and that is quite troublesome. 
As a countermeasure against such undesirable emails, a 

service is being provided to the subscribers, in which each 
subscriber registers addresses or domain names for rejecting 
email reception, and email delivery from sources correspond 
ing to the registered addresses or domain names is blocked. 
However, unless each subscriber registers the addresses or 
domain names for the delivery rejection by operating the 
cellular phone, etc., the delivery of undesirable emails can not 
be stopped. Thus, each subscriber has to register the delivery 
rejection addresses or domain names every time when unde 
sirable emails start arriving and that is very troublesome to the 
subscribers. 

In a technique disclosed in Japanese Patent Provisional 
Publication No. 2000-163341, an upper limit of the number 
of emails that can be received from the same email sender per 
day is set as a condition of email reception of each email user, 
by which reception of a large number of emails from the same 
email sender in a day is prevented. 
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2 
The publication also discloses a technique for registering 

known (familiar) senders and restricting email reception from 
other senders. 

PROBLEMS TO BE SOLVED BY THE 
INVENTION 

However, the techniques proposed by Japanese Patent Pro 
visional Publication No. 2000-163341 are those for eliminat 
ing the so-called spam mails for harassment, like delivering 
barrels of the same emails to the same email user and there by 
causing over?ow to the use’s mail box, delaying the user’s 
email reception from the mail box, etc. Thus, the techniques 
disclosed in the publication can not serve as the countermea 
sure against the aforementioned undesirable emails since 
there are cases where a particular user receives a small num 
ber of undesirable emails (e.g., one undesirable email per 
day). 
The size of each undesirable email is not necessarily large; 

however, such undesirable emails are delivered to many sub 
scribers on the order of 1000, 10,000, etc. at once. Therefore, 
the transmission of undesirable emails, even if it is a small 
email to each particular subscriber, has immeasurable ill 
effects on the whole electronic mail service, such as increase 
in the traf?c and the load on the mail server. 

Further, in the case where the mail server restricts the email 
reception from senders other than the senders known (famil 
iar) to the user, if the user forgets to register some of known 
(familiar) senders, even emails containing important mes 
sages might be rejected and that is awfully inconvenient to the 
user. 

It is therefore the object of the present invention to provide 
a judging method, an email processing method, an email 
processing system, and a server device capable of letting the 
electronic mail service provider judge and ?nd undesirable 
emails and properly deal with the undesirable emails, without 
causing an inconvenience or a load on the users. 

DISCLOSURE OF THE INVENTION 

In accordance with an aspect of the present invention, there 
is provided an email processing method for selecting emails 
of a prescribed type undesirable to users and processing the 
selected emails, comprising the steps of: receiving each email 
at a point on a path from a source of the email to a user and 
classifying and accumulating received emails based on pre 
scribed information contained in the received emails; and 
judging whether the emails accumulated in each of classi?ed 
groups are emails of the prescribed type or not according to a 
prescribed algorithm. 

Since emails are classi?ed based on the prescribed infor 
mation and thereafter the judgment is made for each of the 
classi?ed groups according to the prescribed algorithm, 
emails undesirable to the users can be judged and found 
securely. 
The prescribed in formation can be information for speci 

fying a group of emails having a high probability of having 
been transmitted by the same source. 
The information for specifying a group of emails having a 

high probability of having been transmitted by the same 
source can be information on relaying of the emails. 
The information on relaying can be information on relay 

paths of the emails, and the classi?cation may be made by the 
relay paths. 

Alternatively, the information on relaying can be server 
names or domain names of relay devices on relay paths of the 
emails, and the classi?cation may be made by the server 
names or domain names. 
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The judgment on whether emails of the prescribed type or 
not according to a prescribed algorithm may include ranking 
in regard to whether emails of the prescribed type or not. 

The email processing method may further comprise the 
step of executing different processes to the emails of different 
classi?ed groups, respectively, depending on the result of the 
ranking. 

The emails of each of the classi?ed groups may be ranked 
by the prescribed algorithm among three ranks: emails of the 
prescribed type, emails that might be of the prescribed type, 
and normal emails. 

The number of ranks in the ranking may be variable. 
The prescribed algorithm may include threshold values 

corresponding to the ranks, to be used as criteria for ranking 
the emails of each of the classi?ed groups, and the threshold 
values maybe variable. 

The prescribed algorithm may be alterable. 
In the email processing method, the prescribed algorithm 

may include judgment on whether or not the emails accumu 
lated in each of the classi?ed groups satisfy each item of a 
judgment rule containing at least one of the following items: 

(1) the number of received emails per unit time is a ?rst 
threshold or more, and 

(2) the number of emails having an invalid destination 
address is a second threshold or more, 

and judge whether the emails of each of the classi?ed groups 
are emails of the prescribed type or not based on the result of 
the judgment. 

Undesirable emails tend to be transferred to a destination 
mail server in large quantities, through the same relay path or 
from the same source. Therefore, by receiving the emails 
transferred to the destination mail server or emails (undeliv 
erable mails, etc.) returned from the destination, classifying 
the received emails, and making a judgment employing the 
judgment rule as above, nuisance emails can be judged and 
found securely. 

In the email processing method, the prescribed algorithm 
may include judgment on whether or not the emails accumu 
lated in each of the classi?ed groups satisfy each item of a 
judgment rule containing at least one of the following items: 

(1) the number of received emails per unit time is a ?rst 
threshold or more, 

(2) the number of emails having an invalid destination 
address is a second threshold or more, 

(3) the source address is invalid, 
(4) the degree of difference of the destination address 

between emails in the classi?ed group is a third threshold or 

more, 
(5) the mail text contains prescribed contents, and 
(6) the mail text contains a prescribed URL, 

and judge whether the emails of each of the classi?ed groups 
are emails of the prescribed type or not based on the result of 
the judgment. 

The degree of difference of the destination address in the 
item (4) of the judgment rule may be calculated based on 
Hamming distance between destination address codes. 

The email processing method may further comprise the 
step of continuing the reception, classi?cation and accumu 
lation of the emails until an accumulation condition, specify 
ing at least one of accumulation time and the number of 
accumulated emails, is satis?ed. 

The email processing method may further comprise the 
step of preventing transmission of information on each user 
(at the destination of each email judged to be of the prescribed 
type) to the source of the email of the prescribed type. 
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4 
The email processing method may further comprise the 

step of executing a process including at least one of the 
following items for the emails judged to be of the prescribed 
we: 

(a) blockage of delivery to the user, 
(b) transmitting a pseudo error message, replicating an 

undelivery mail which is returned by a mail server to the 
source when undeliverable, to the source, 

(c) deletion, 
(d) blocking an undeliverable mail from being returned to 

the source when the undelivery mail is transmitted by a pre 
scribed mail server, 

(e) transmitting a warning message to the source, 
(f) preserving information on the emails of the classi?ed 

group, 
(g) inquiring of each user whether to deliver each email of 

the classi?ed group or not and processing the email according 
to a reply of the user to the inquiry, 

(h) rejection of domain name service regarding a pre 
scribed mail server requested by a device corresponding to 
the source of the emails of the classi?ed group, and 

(i) rejection of requests for connection to a prescribed mail 
server made from the IP address of a device corresponding to 
the source of the emails of the classi?ed group. 

In this case, annoyance of the users can be prevented by the 
delivery blockage, etc. in regard to emails of the classi?ed 
groups that can be judged as undesirable emails. 
The emails may include undeliverable mails each of which 

is transferred from a prescribed mail server to the source 
when an email to a user at the destination is undeliverable. 

In accordance with another aspect of the present invention, 
there is provided an email processing method, in which 
emails are received while classifying and accumulating the 
received emails based on information on a source and/or 
relaying of email contained in the received emails until an 
accumulation condition, specifying at least one of accumula 
tion time and the number of accumulated emails, is satis?ed. 
Whether or not the emails accumulated in each of classi?ed 
groups satisfy each item of a judgment rule containing at least 
one of: 

(l) the number of received emails per unit time is a ?rst 
threshold or more, 

(2) the number of emails having an invalid destination 
address is a second threshold or more, 

(3) the source address is invalid, 
(4) the degree of difference of the destination address 

between emails in the classi?ed group is a third threshold or 

more, 
(5) the mail text contains prescribed contents, and 
(6) the mail text contains a prescribed URL. 

according to a judgment rule application condition specifying 
which items of the judgment rule should be applied. There 
fore, the number of satis?ed items in the items of the judg 
ment rule can be obtained for each of the classi?ed groups, 
and whether the emails of each classi?ed group are undesir 
able emails or not can be determined based on the number of 
satis?ed items of the judgment rule. Further, whether or not 
each of the classi?ed groups obeys a comprehensive judg 
ment rule (which employs the number of satis?ed items in the 
items speci?ed by the judgment rule application condition as 
its condition of judgment) is judged, and a prescribed mail 
process including at least one of the following items is 
executed for the emails of the classi?ed groups judged to obey 
the comprehensive judgment rule: 

(a) blockage of delivery to the user, and 
(b) transmitting a pseudo error message, replicating an 

undeliverable mail which is returned by a mail server to the 
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source when undeliverable, to the source. Therefore, annoy 
ance of the users can be prevented by the delivery blockage, 
etc. in regard to emails of the classi?ed groups that can be 
judged as nuisance emails. 

The email processing method may further comprise the 
steps of: collecting statistics on the result of the judgment on 
the comprehensive judgment rule by executing the sequence 
of processes described in the email processing method at least 
once; and setting or altering contents of at least one of the 
accumulation condition, the judgment rule, the judgment rule 
application condition and the comprehensive judgment rule 
depending on the collected statistics. For example, the above 
conditions/rules can be altered so that the ratio of the number 
of emails judged by the comprehensive judgment as nuisance 
emails to the total number of received emails will be a ratio 
that suits the feelings of average users. 

The email processing method may further comprise the 
step of receiving input for setting or altering contents of at 
least one of the accumulation condition, the judgment rule, 
the judgment rule application condition and the comprehen 
sive judgment rule via a user interface. 

In the email processing method, classi?ed groups corre 
sponding to a prescribed exceptional rule may be excluded 
from the targets of the prescribed mail process even when the 
classi?ed groups obey the comprehensive judgment rule. 

The prescribed exceptional rule may include at least one of 
the address of a source to be excepted, the domain name of a 
source to be excepted, a time slot in which the prescribed mail 
process is not executed, and a time period in which the pre 
scribed mail process is not executed. 
The email processing method may further comprise the 

steps of: acquiring a delivery rejection condition, containing 
at least one of a domain name and a source address for 

rejecting email delivery, from a prescribed server when a user 
has registered the delivery rejection condition with the pre 
scribed server; and determining classi?ed groups as the tar 
gets of the prescribed mail process based on the acquired 
delivery rejection condition. Therefore, response of the users 
to the delivered emails can be incorporated in the email pro 
cessing method. 

In the email processing method, the number of satis?ed 
items of the judgment rule in the items speci?ed by the judg 
ment rule application condition may be de?ned in the com 
prehensive judgment rule as a factor for ranking. Each of the 
classi?ed groups may be ranked according to the comprehen 
sive judgment rule so that the rank will become higher as the 
number of satis?ed items of the judgment rule gets larger, and 
the prescribed mail process may executed at least for emails 
of a classi?ed group that is ranked among the highest rank by 
the ranking. 

In the email processing method, the accumulation condi 
tion may be altered and the sequence of processes described 
in the email processing method may be continued further for 
at least one classi?ed group that is not ranked among the 
highest rank by the ranking. For example, by continuing the 
observation while altering the accumulation condition to a 
stricter one, nuisance emails can be found more effectively. 

In accordance with another aspect of the present invention, 
there is provided a system for selecting emails of a prescribed 
type undesirable to users and processing the selected emails, 
comprising: a mail classi?cation system for receiving emails 
and classifying and accumulating the received emails based 
on prescribed information contained in the received emails; a 
judgment system for judging whether the emails accumulated 
in each of classi?ed groups are emails of the prescribed type 
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6 
or not according to a prescribed algorithm; and an email 
processing system for executing a process based on the result 
of the judgment. 

In accordance with another aspect of the present invention, 
there is provided a server device for selecting emails of a 
prescribed type undesirable to users and processing the 
selected emails, comprising: a mail classi?cation unit for 
receiving emails and classifying and accumulating the 
received emails based on prescribed information contained in 
the received emails; a judgment unit for judging whether the 
emails accumulated in each of classi?ed groups are emails of 
the prescribed type or not according to a prescribed algo 
rithm; and an email processing unit for executing a process 
based on the result of the judgment. 

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF THE DRAWINGS 

FIG. 1 is a schematic diagram showing a system employing 
a mail processing server in accordance with an embodiment 
of the present invention while indicating a delivery path of an 
email transmitted by a source; 

FIG. 2 is a ?owchart showing a mail process which is 
executed by the mail processing server shown in FIG. 1; 

FIG. 3 is a ?ow chart showing an update process for updat 
ing judgment conditions; and 

FIG. 4 is a block diagram showing a con?guration of a mail 
processing server. 

BEST MODE FOR CARRYING OUT THE 
INVENTION 

Referring now to the drawings, a description will be given 
in detail of preferred embodiments in accordance with the 
present invention. 
The following explanation of the embodiments of the 

present invention will be given on a mail processing system in 
which a mail processing server 51 having the function of 
selecting “undesirable emails” and processing them is placed 
between an ordinary mail server 61 and the Internet 30. As 
shown in FIG. 1, the mail processing server 51 is placed 
between a gateway 41 and the mail server 61 so as to judge 
whether emails transmitted to the mail server 61 contain 
undesirable emails or not. The mail processing server 51 is 
capable of blocking the emails judged to be undesirable 
emails from being delivered to the mail server 61, for 
example. 

In the following, the operation of the system when an email 
is transmitted from a source terminal 11 (a terminal sending 
the email) to a mobile terminal 81 (a terminal of a user of the 
mail server 61) will be explained referring to FIG. 1. In FIG. 
1, the source terminal 11 is connected to the Internet 30, 
therefore, the email sent from the source to the destination 
(mobile terminal 81) is transferred from a source mail server 
13 to the mail server 61 according to, for example, the SMTP 
(Simple Mail Transfer Protocol) which is an application oper 
ating on the Intemet-standard TCP/IP. There exist various 
modes (pushing noti?cations only, pushing all the mail con 
tents, etc.) as the mail delivery modes from the mail server 61 
to the mobile terminal 81. In the embodiments of the present 
invention, any of the various delivery modes can be 
employed. 

Here, we assume that an email from the source terminal 11 
is delivered along a relay path which is indicated by the 
arrows in FIG. 1. Thus, the email from the source terminal 11 
is transferred to the gateway 41 which intermediates between 
the Internet and a cellular phone network, via the source mail 
server 13 and relay devices A, B, C and D. The email is there 
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after delivered from the gateway 41 to the mobile terminal 81 
of the user via the mail processing server 51, the mail server 
61 and a base station 71. Each relay device A, B, C, D 
transfers the email to a next relay device that is appropriate for 
the mail transfer to the destination. The domain names of the 
relay devices A, B, C and D are assumed to be “A”, “B”, “C” 
and “D”, respectively. The important point to note is that in 
the case where emails are transmitted from the same source to 
the same user via the Internet as above, the relay paths for the 
emails can be regarded to be the same. Especially when vast 
amounts of emails are transmitted in a short time, the prob 
ability becomes still higher. 

The email is composed of a message header and a message 
body. Therefore, by letting the mail processing server 51 
receive the email transferred toward the mail server 61 and 
analyze the message header, the relay path of the email (relay 
device AQB—>CQD in the example of FIG. 1) can be 
learned. Examples of ?elds included in the message header is 
as below. 

From: (source address) 
To: (destination address) 
Received: (names of relay devices that relayed the email) 
Subject: (subject (title) of the message) 
FIG. 2 is a ?owchart showing the ?ow of a process for the 

undesirable emails which is conducted by the mail processing 
server. The details of the operation of the mail processing 
server 51 will be explained below referring to the process ?ow 
of FIG. 2. 

First, the mail processing server 51 receives an email trans 
ferred from the gateway 41 to the mail server 61 in the net 
work (S001). 

Subsequently, the header message of the received email is 
analyzed (S002) and the email is classi?ed according to a 
prescribed classi?cation rule (S003). As the classi?cation 
rule for the step S003, the following rules can be employed: 

b1. relay path 
b2. relay devices (server names, domain names) 
b3. source (domain name, address) 
b4. keyword in the text 
The “b1. relay path” is information on the relay order by 

relay devices. In the case of FIG. 1, the relay order is 
AQB—>C—>D, for example. By employing the “b1. relay 
path” as the classi?cation rule, the emails can be classi?ed 
according to the relay path. As mentioned above, the relay 
paths of emails transferred from the same source to the mail 
server 61 can be regarded to be the same. Therefore, it should 
be noted that the classi?cation of emails by the rule “b 1. relay 
path” is highly effective as a means for ?nding out the sources 
of undesirable emails. 

The “b2. relay devices” is a rule for classi?cation by the 
server names or domain names of relay devices. The “b3. 
source” is a rule for classi?cation by the domain name or 
address of the source. The “b4. keyword in the text” is a rule 
for classi?cation by keywords in the text of the mail. 

Here, the “b1. relay path” and “b2. relay devices” can be 
regarded as information on the relaying of email which is 
contained in the header message, and the “b3. source” can be 
regarded as information on the source which is contained in 
the header message. The “b4. keyword in the text” also con 
tains URL, etc. that can be used as information regarding the 
source. 

The following explanation will be given assuming that the 
“b1. relay path” is employed as the classi?cation rule, for 
example. In the step S003, the email classi?ed by the classi 
?cation rule is accumulated according to an accumulation 
condition C11 (the number of mails to be accumulated or 
accumulation time), that is, the sequence of mail reception 
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(S001), mail analysis (S002) and classi?cation/ accumulation 
(S003) is repeated until the accumulation condition is satis 
?ed. 

After continuing the mail classi?cation/ accumulation until 
the accumulation condition is satis?ed, a judgment rule appli 
cation condition C21 is read out (S004) and whether each 
judgment rule is “obeyed” or not is judged for each of the 
classi?ed groups, according to the judgment rule application 
condition (S005). Incidentally, at this stage, comprehensive 
judgment on whether emails of each classi?ed group are 
undesirable emails or not is not made yet. The judgment rule 
application condition C21 is a condition de?ning which ones 
of applicable judgment rules (e.g. j1-j6 listed below) are 
employed. 

j 1. The number of received mails per unit time is equal to or 
larger than a ?rst threshold. 

j2. The number of undeliverable mails per unit time is equal 
to or larger than a second threshold (whether undeliverable or 
not is judged by whether the destination address is valid or 

not). 
j3. The source address is invalid. 
j4. The degree of difference of addresses with regard to 

consecutive mails obtained based on the Hamming distance 
between the destination address codes is equal to or larger 
than a third threshold. 

j5. The mail text contains prescribed contents. 
j6. The mail text contains a prescribed URL. 
The above judgment rules j 1-j6 will be explained below. 
The judgment rule “j 1. The number of received mails per 

unit time is equal to or larger than a ?rst threshold” means that 
the number of emails received per unit time is obtained in 
regard to emails accumulated in a classi?ed group and 
whether or not the obtained number of reception is the ?rst 
threshold or more is judged. Since large numbers of undesir 
able emails are transferred through the same relay path in a 
short time as mentioned above, whether mails included in a 
classi?ed group are undesirable emails or not can be judged 
very effectively by use of this judgment rule. 

The judgment rule “j2. The number of undeliverable mails 
per unit time is equal to or larger than a second threshold” 
means undeliverable mails (emails having an invalid destina 
tion address) included in the emails accumulated in a classi 
?ed group are counted and whether or not the number of 
reception of the undeliverable mails per unit time is the sec 
ond threshold or more is judged. As mentioned above, some 
of the undesirable emails are generated by automatically gen 
erating the destination address on a computer sequentially or 
at random. Thus, when such undesirable emails are accumu 
lated, the number of undeliverable mails (having invalid des 
tination addresses) in the classi?ed group increases. There 
fore, the judgment on whether undesirable emails or not can 
be made by use of the judgment rule j2. 
The judgment rule “j3. The source address is invalid means 

that whether the source address included in the header mes 
sage of each of the accumulated mails is invalid (including 
cases where no source address is described in the header 
message) or not is checked. Some senders of undesirable 
emails transmit emails with the header message including no 
source address or invalid source address so that the source 

address of the sender will not be known. Therefore, the judg 
ment on whether undesirable emails or not can be made by 
use of the judgment rule j3. 
The judgment rule “j4. The degree of difference of 

addresses with regard to consecutive mails obtained based on 
the Hamming distance between the destination address codes 
is equal to or larger than a third threshold means that the 
degree of difference of destination addresses is judged 
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between accumulated mails. In cases where vast amounts of 
undesirable emails are transmitted at once, the degree of 
difference of destination addresses becomes high, and the 
undesirable emails are characterized by an increase in the 
Hamming distance between the destination addresses of 
accumulated emails. Therefore, the judgment on whether 
undesirable emails or not can be made by use of the judgment 
rule j4. 

The judgment rule “j5. The mail text contains prescribed 
contents means a judgment on whether or not expressions 
corresponding to an undesirable email are contained in the 
mail text. The judgment rule “j6. The mail text contains a 
prescribed URL means a judgment on whether or not a URL 
corresponding to an undesirable email is contained in the mail 
text. 

The judgment rule application condition C21 is a condition 
de?ning which ones of the above judgment rules j1-j6 are 
employed. The judgment rule application condition C21 may 
also contain actual values that can be employed as the ?rst 
threshold, the second threshold and the third threshold. 

Returning to FIG. 2, in step S006, a comprehensive judg 
ment rule C31 is read out and then the comprehensive judg 
ment on whether emails of each classi?ed group are undesir 
able emails or not is made (S007). The comprehensive 
judgment rule C31 is a rule which associates the judgment 
results by the judgment rule application condition C21 with 
the comprehensive judgment (rank 0, rank 1, rank 3). In other 
words, the degree of annoyance is ranked among rank 0, rank 
1 and rank 2 depending on the judgment result by each judg 
ment rule by use of the comprehensive judgment rule C31. 

To the comprehensive judgment of the step S007, excep 
tional rules C51 regarding normal business entities, etc. are 
applied so that emails from normal business entities, etc. will 
not be judged as undesirable emails. In the exceptional rules 
C51, addresses, domains, etc. of normal business entities 
(normal advertising agencies, etc.), addresses, domains, etc. 
which are used in letters of acceptance from universities, etc. 
can be included. Further, time slots or time periods (days, 
weeks, months) in which email delivery is specially permitted 
may also be included in the exceptional rules. 

After the comprehensive judgment (S007) is made, the 
result of the judgment is recorded (S008). The comprehensive 
judgment is made based on the comprehensive judgment rule 
C31. An example of the comprehensive judgment rule C31 
will be shown in the following Table 1. In Table 1, a classi?ed 
group that can be judged not to be undesirable emails since 
the number of judgment rules that are “obeyed” is less than X 
is ranked among “rank 0”. A classi?ed group that can be 
judged to be emails that might be undesirable emails since the 
number of “obeyed” judgment rules is X or more and less than 
Y Q(<Y) is ranked among “rank 1”. A classi?ed group that 
can be judged to be undesirable emails since the number of 
“obeyed” judgment rules is Y or more is ranked among “rank 
2”. 

TABLE 1 

THE NUMBER OF “OBEYED” JUDGMENT RULES RANK 

THE NUMBER OF “OBEYED” JUDGMENT RULES 2 Y RANK 2 
Y > THE NUMBER OF “OBEYED” JUDGMENT RANK 1 
RULES 2 X 
X > THE NUMBER OF “OBEYED” JUDGMENT RULES RANK 0 

For the classi?ed groups judged “rank 0” (regarded as 
non-undesirable emails), a delivery process toward the mail 
server 61 is carried out (S012). The classi?ed groups judged 
“rank 0” may be discarded after the delivery. Meanwhile, for 

20 

25 

30 

35 

40 

45 

50 

55 

60 

65 

10 
the classi?ed groups judged “rank 1”, a delivery process to the 
mail server 61 is carried out (S013) and thereafter the obser 
vation is continued (S015) leaving the classi?ed groups just 
as they are. Speci?cally, with the classi?ed groups judged 
“rank 1” left just as they are, the process from the step S001 
is continued with the accumulation condition, the judgment 
rules and/ or the judgment rule application condition altered to 
stricter ones, for example. By such a con?guration, the unde 
sirable emails can be located securely. 

In the case where the result of the comprehensive judgment 
is “rank 0” or “rank 1”, it is possible to observe the behavior 
of the users (S017) and incorporate the result of observation 
into the accumulation condition, the judgment rules and the 
judgment rule application condition. Speci?cally, the behav 
ior of the users is observed incooperation with a delivery 
rejection condition registration unit of the mail server 61. The 
“observation of the behavior of the users” means observing 
whether each user registers with the mail server 61 for deliv 
ery rejection regarding, for example, the source address or 
domain name. For example, if a plurality of users have reg 
istered for the delivery rejection even though the mail delivery 
was carried out based on the comprehensive judgment “rank 
0”, the accumulation condition, the judgment rules and the 
judgment rule application condition may be altered to stricter 
ones. Observation on whether the users replied to the deliv 
ered mails or not may also be added to the observation of the 
behavior of the users. After the behavior observation (S017), 
the process from the mail reception (S001) may be continued. 

It is also possible to collect statistics on the user behavior, 
regard a classi?ed group as undesirable emails when pre 
scribed conditions are satis?ed, and thereafter process emails 
transferred via the relay path, etc. of the classi?ed group as 
undesirable emails. For example, on an assumption that it 
takes T:28800 seconds for example for 50% of the users to 
recognize a delivered undesirable email as an undesirable 
email (from the delivery of the undesirable email), each deliv 
ered email may be regarded and processed as an undesirable 
email when the percentage of users (receivers) registering for 
the delivery rejection within the time T (from the delivery of 
the email) exceeds n % (3%, for example) of the whole users. 

For emails of the classi?ed groups judged “rank 2”, pre 
scribed mail processes are carried out as explained below 
(S014). Incidentally, for the classi?ed groups judged “rank 
2”, that is, for emails transferred through the relay paths 
judged “rank 2”, the prescribed mail processes may be carried 
out also to emails that are received thereafter. As the pre 
scribed mail processes, the mail processing server 51 can 
execute (1) delivery blockage, (2) transmission of pseudo 
error, (3) deletion, (4) blockage of undelivery undeliverable 
mails, (5) warning, (6) collection of evidence, (7) transmis 
sion after con?rmation, etc. 
The “(1) delivery blockage” means blockage of the deliv 

ery of the emails of the classi?ed groups of “rank 2” to the 
mail server 61, that is, blocking the emails from reaching the 
users. 

The “(2) transmission of pseudo error” means transmission 
of a pseudo error message (replicating an “undeliverable 
mail” which is generally returned by the mail server to the 
source when an email transmitted by the source is undeliver 
able) to the sources of the emails of the classi?ed groups 
judged as undesirable emails. There are cases where the 
source of undesirable emails improves the effectiveness of its 
own destination address database by checking whether or not 
the undeliverable mail is returned from the destination. By 
returning the pseudo error message to the source of the unde 
sirable emails, the source’s advantage of maintaining such a 
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database can be eliminated and thereby the degree of annoy 
ance of users by the undesirable emails can be reduced. 

The “(3) deletion” means deletion of the emails accumu 
lated in the classi?ed groups judged “rank 2”. 

The “(4) blockage of undeliverable mails” is a process 
assuming that the mail delivery to the users is carried out in 
principle, in which when the undeliverable mail is transmitted 
by the mail server 61 to the source due to invalidity of the 
destination address, etc ., the undeliverable mail is received by 
the mail processing server 51 and deleted so as to block the 
undeliverable mail from being returned to the source. By the 
process, analysis of the contents of the header message (relay 
path, etc.) of the undeliverable mail by the source of the 
undeliverable mail can be prevented. 

The “(5) warning” means transmission of a warning mes 
sage to the source of the undesirable emails. 
The “(6) collection of evidence” means recording of the 

undesirable emails themselves or information on the undesir 
able emails. It is desirable that this process “(6) collection of 
evidence” be carried out without executing the “(1) delivery 
blockage”. Proofs of the existence of the undesirable emails 
can be gained afterward. 

The “(7) transmission after con?rmation” means process 
ing the emails judged “rank 2” after inquiring of the users how 
to handle the emails. For example, only the contents of the 
header message of the mail judged “rank 2” is sent to the user 
and the mail is delivered to the user only when the user 
permits the delivery. 
As is understood from the above explanation, the mail 

processing server 51 can selectively execute various pro 
ces ses (that are different from those executed by general mail 
servers) as the prescribed mail processes, depending on 
whether there exists the user of the destination address or not 
as shown in the following Table 2. 

TABLE 2 

USER OPERATION 

EXISTING PRETEND THAT USER DOES NOT EXIST 

(TO SOURCE) (E.G., RETURN PSEUDO 
ERROR MESSAGE) 

EXISTING DELETE STORED MAIL WITHOUT 
TRANSMITTING ANYTHING TO SOURCE 

NOT EXISTING BLOCK UNDELIVERABLE MAIL FROM 
BEING RETURNED TO SOURCE 

It is to be understood that the above prescribed mail pro 
cesses for undesirable emails may either be executed inde 
pendently or in combination properly. While the above pre 
scribed mail processes have been described by way of 
illustration, modi?cation of the contents of the prescribed 
mail processes, addition of various mail processes other than 
the above examples, etc. are also possible. 

For example, it is possible to employ a con?guration reject 
ing the DNS (Domain Name Service) in cooperation with a 
domain name server in charge of the domain of the destina 
tion mail server 61 so as to prevent the source mail server 13 
of the undesirable emails from acquiring the address of the 
destination mail server 61. 

It is also possible to disable the IP connection by letting the 
mail processing server 51, etc. reject connections from the IP 
address of the source (source terminal, source mail server, 
etc.). Incidentally, after the mail processes of the step S014 
are ?nished, the process from the mail reception (S001) may 
be continued. 

FIG. 3 shows an update process for the comprehensive 
judgment rule C31 and the judgment rule application condi 
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tion C21 (step S030). The update process may be carried out 
by the administrator of the mail processing server 51, etc. via 
a user interface, or automatically based on statistics on the 
results of the comprehensive judgment. For example, the ratio 
of the number of the emails judged “rank 2” to the total 
number of received mails may be obtained and the compre 
hensive judgment rule C31, the judgment rule application 
condition C21, etc. may be altered so that the ratio will be a 
prescribed ratio. In this case, the judgment on the undesirable 
emails can be adjusted ?exibly in consideration of actual 
status of occurrence of the undesirable emails (the feeling of 
“annoyance” of the users, the social situation, etc.). The 
update process (S03 0) may also be con?gured to further allow 
the alteration of the accumulation condition C11 and the 
exceptional rules C51. 

FIG. 4 shows a general con?guration of a server device 
which is usable as the mail processing server 51.As shown in 
FIG. 4, the mail processing server 51 is con?gured by con 
necting a RAM 105, a ROM 193, a disk unit 107, a network 
interface 113, etc. to a CPU 101. Communication with other 
devices connected to the network is carried out via the net 
work interface 113. Programs for implementing the processes 
for emails which have been shown in FIGS. 2 and 3 are stored 
in the disk unit 1 07. The programs are read out of the disk unit 
107 and executed by the CPU 101. 

While the above embodiment of the present invention has 
been described referring to its various features, a variety of 
modi?cations of the embodiment can be formed by properly 
omitting, modifying or replacing the above features. For 
example, while the mail processing server 51 is con?gured as 
a special-purpose server placed between the mail server 61 
and the gateway 41 in the above embodiment, the functions of 
the mail processing server 51 may be incorporated into 
another server such as the mail server 61. It is also possible to 
let a plurality of server devices execute the steps shown in 
FIG. 2 in cooperation. 
The functions of the mail processing server 51 (FIG. 2, 

FIG. 3) may also be implemented in a special-purpose device 
of a smaller size, for example. 
The present invention is of course applicable not only to 

push-type mail delivery but also to pull-type mail delivery. 
The sequence of steps shown in FIG. 2 from the accumu 

lation of emails to the prescribed mail processes, etc. may be 
executed repeatedly and constantly as described in the above 
embodiment; however, the sequence may also be carried out 
periodically, or with arbitrary timing by the administrator. It is 
also possible to basically omit the delivery blockage, not to 
accumulate the emails themselves in the step S003 but to copy 
data of all or part of the emails, and to make the judgment on 
whether undesirable emails or not periodically (every day, 
every month, etc.) regarding the accumulated copy data. 

While a ?xed judgment rule application condition is 
applied to each of the classi?ed groups in the above embodi 
ment, the judgment rule application condition may also be 
applied to each of more ?nely classi?ed groups (each source 
mail server, each user, etc.). 

While emails transferred from the source to the destination 
mail server are received one the way and the classi?cation/ 
accumulation and judgment are carried out in the above 
embodiment, the judgment on whether undesirable emails or 
not can also be made similarly by receiving the undeliverable 
mails returned from the destination mail server to the source 
and carrying out the classi?cation/accumulation and judg 
ment. 

Modi?cations of the aforementioned judgment rules (jl 
j6) are also possible. For example, the judgment rule j2 
employs an absolute criterion (the number of undeliverable 
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mails per unit time), a relative criterion (e.g., percentage of 
the number of undeliverable mails to the total number of 
received mails in a classi?ed group) can also be employed 
instead of such an absolute criterion. 

The comprehensive judgment (8007) can also be modi?ed 
in various ways. For example, while the comprehensive judg 
ment is made in terms of three ranks (rank 0, rank 1 and rank 
2) in the above embodiment, the number of ranks may be 
increased or decreased to 2 (rank 0 and rank 2). While the 
ranking in the comprehensive judgment ($007) is made based 
on the number of “obeyed” judgment rules in the above 
embodiment, ranking by as signing speci?c weights to some 
of the judgment rules is also possible. 
As mentioned before, undesirable emails have the ten 

dency to be transmitted in large quantity at once by the same 
source and some senders of undesirable emails transmit the 
emails hiding the source address in the header message. In 
this meaning, the information on the relay path (the afore 
mentioned classi?cation rule “bl . relay path”) is highly effec 
tive as a classi?cation rule for specifying a group of emails 
having a high probability of having been transmitted by the 
same source. It is obvious that not only the aforementioned 
relay path information like “relay path AQBQCQD” but 
also other information on the relaying of email, such as part of 
the relay path information and information on relay devices 
(the aforementioned classi?cation rule b2, server name and 
domain name of each relay device), are effective as classi? 
cation rules for specifying a group of emails having a high 
probability of having been transmitted by the same source. 
When information on the source (the aforementioned classi 
?cation rule b3, domain name and address of the source) is 
contained in the header message, the use of the source infor 
mation as the classi?cation rule is effective as a matter of 
course. 

In addition to the information on the source and the relay 
ing of email, a variety of information contained in emails 
(subject (title) of the mail, keywords in the text, content of the 
attached ?le, etc.) can be used as classi?cation rules for speci 
fying a group of emails having a high probability of having 
been transmitted by the same source. For example, by classi 
fying emails by use of information on the source such as a 
URL contained in the mail text, a group of emails having a 
high probability of having been transmitted by the same 
source can be speci?ed. Particular characteristic expressions 
contained in emails are also usable for specifying the source 
in some cases. 

In cases where particular information such as the source 
address is not described in the header message, the fact can be 
used as information indicating that the source address is con 
cealed. Such information indicating the concealment of the 
source address (as information to be contained in the mail) 
can also be used as a classi?cation rule for specifying a group 
of emails having a high probability of having been transmit 
ted by the same source, if such concealment is being practiced 
by senders of particular undesirable emails. 
As above, after groups of emails having a high probability 

of having been transmitted by the same source are found and 
classi?ed, whether emails in each of the classi?ed groups are 
undesirable emails or not can be judged by use of a prescribed 
algorithm (e.g., whether or not the number of received emails 
per unit time is a prescribed number or more) for each clas 
si?ed group. As the prescribed algorithm, not only the judg 
ment rules j1-j6 explained in the above embodiment but also 
other algorithms based on properties of undesirable emails 
can be employed. The judgment rules j 1 -j 6 may either be used 
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14 
independently or in combination as in the above embodiment. 
Other algorithms may also be used in addition to the judgment 
rules j 1 -j 6. 

In cases where the source of undesirable emails is succes 
sively generating mail addresses by a computer, etc., classi 
?cation by the length of the destination address is also pos 
sible. When the sender of undesirable emails is transmitting 
large numbers of emails of the same contents, the whole 
length of each mail may be partitioned into parts of a proper 
length (e.g. 32 bytes) and the partitioned parts may be clas 
si?ed. 

Other than such information for specifying a group of 
emails having a high probability of having been transmitted 
by the same source, emails can contain information or con 
tents exhibiting properties usable for specifying undesirable 
emails. For example, when particular expressions, etc. sug 
gesting the probability of an undesirable email is contained in 
the subject, text, etc., such emails can be classi?ed and accu 
mulated and whether they are undesirable emails or not can be 
judged by applying one of the aforementioned prescribed 
algorithms (e.g., whether or not the number of received 
emails per unit time is a prescribed number or more). Inci 
dentally, when particular expressions, etc. obviously charac 
terizing an undesirable email are contained in the subject, 
text, etc., such emails may be judged as undesirable emails 
and handled as the targets of the prescribed mail processes 
such as the delivery blockage. 
As above, by classifying and accumulating received emails 

based on prescribed information contained in the emails and 
applying a prescribed algorithm to each of the classi?ed 
groups, whether the emails are undesirable emails or not can 

be judged effectively. 
Incidentally, in the above explanation, from the viewpoint 

of preventing damages to the users by the undesirable emails, 
part of the judgment rules for the judgment on undesirable 
emails and part of the prescribed mail processes include pro 
cesses like deletion, opening, etc. of the emails. It is desirable 
that such processes be carried out legitimately according to 
contracts, etc. made with the users, and the embodiments of 
the present invention can be con?gured to meet such require 
ments. 

As described above, according to the present invention, 
undesirable emails can be judged and found securely and the 
undesirable emails can be handled as the targets of the mail 
processes such as the delivery blockage by a server device, 
etc., by which damages to the users caused by undesirable 
emails can be prevented effectively. There is no need of inter 
vention by the users for preventing the reception of the unde 
sirable emails. Therefore, the present invention is of great 
bene?t to the users. 
The functions of processing emails which have been 

explained referring to or relating to FIGS. 2 and 3 can be 
implemented by a program that is executed by a computer. 
The program can be stored in a computer-readable record 
medium to be read and executed by a computer. Programs 
implementing the aforementioned functions of processing 
emails when executed by a computer, and record mediums 
storing the programs are also within the scope of the present 
invention. 

While the present invention has been described with refer 
ence to the particular illustrative embodiments, the present 
invention is not to be restricted by those embodiments, but it 
should be understood based on the appended claims. 
What is claimed is: 
1. An email processing method for selecting emails of a 

prescribed type undesirable to users and processing the 
selected emails, comprising the steps of: 
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receiving each email at a point on a path from a source of 
the email to a user; 

classifying and accumulating received e-mails based on 
two or more classi?cation rules, wherein the two or more 

classi?cation rules that are used to classify received 
e-mails include: 
a relay path, wherein the relay path includes a relay order 

in which an e-mail is relayed from a source terminal to 
a destination terminal through one or more relay 

devices; and 
names of one or more relay devices regardless of the 

relay order in which an e-mail is relayed through the 
one or more relay devices; and 

judging whether the emails accumulated in each of classi 
?ed groups are emails of the prescribed type or not 
according to a prescribed algorithm, 
wherein the emails accumulated in one classi?ed group 

of emails being judged were classi?ed based on relay 
path, wherein the relay path includes relay order in 
which an e-mail is relayed from a source terminal to a 

destination terminal through one or more relay 
devices; and 

wherein the emails accumulated in another classi?ed 
group of emails being judged were classi?ed based on 
names of one or more relay devices regardless of the 
relay order in which an e-mail is relayed through the 
one or more relay devices. 

2. The email processing method according to claim 1, 
wherein another classi?cation rule includes information for 
specifying a group of emails as having been transmitted by 
the same source. 

3. The email processing method according to claim 1, 
wherein the names of one or more relay devices include 
server names or domain names of relay devices on relay paths 
of the emails, and the classi?cation is made by the server 
names or domain names. 

4. The email processing method according to claim 1, 
wherein the judgment on whether emails of the prescribed 
type or not according to a prescribed algorithm includes rank 
ing of the emails in regard to whether emails are of the 
prescribed type or not. 

5. The email processing method according to claim 4, 
further comprising the step of executing different processes to 
the emails of different classi?ed groups, respectively, 
depending on the result of the ranking. 

6. The email processing method according to claim 4, 
wherein the emails of each of the classi?ed groups are ranked 
by the prescribed algorithm among three ranks: emails of the 
prescribed type, emails that might be of the prescribed type, 
and normal emails. 

7. The email processing method according to claim 4, 
wherein the number of ranks in the ranking is variable. 

8. The email processing method according to claim 4, 
wherein the prescribed algorithm includes threshold values 
corresponding to the ranks to be used as criteria for ranking 
the emails of each of the classi?ed groups, and the threshold 
values are variable. 

9. The email processing method according to claim 1, 
wherein the prescribed algorithm is alterable. 

10. The email processing method according to claim 1, 
wherein the prescribed algorithm includes judgment on 
whether or not the emails accumulated in each of the classi 
?ed groups satisfy each item of a judgment rule containing at 
least one of the following items: 

(1) the number of received emails per unit time is a ?rst 
threshold or more, or 
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(2) the number of emails having an invalid destination 

address is a second threshold or more, and judges 
whether the emails of each of the classi?ed groups are 
emails of the prescribed type or not based on the result of 
the judgment. 

11. The email processing method according to claim 1, 
wherein the prescribed algorithm includes judgment on 
whether or not the emails accumulated in each of the classi 
?ed groups satisfy each item of a judgment rule containing at 
least one of the following items: 

(1) the number of received emails per unit time is a ?rst 
threshold or more, 

(2) the number of emails having an invalid destination 
address is a second threshold or more, 

(3) the source address is invalid, 
(4) the degree of difference of the destination address 

between emails in the classi?ed group is a third thresh 
old or more, 

(5) the mail text contains prescribed contents, and 
(6) the mail text contains a prescribed URL, 

and judges whether the emails of each of the classi?ed groups 
are emails of the prescribed type or not based on the result of 
the judgment. 

12. The email processing method according to claim 11, 
wherein the degree of difference of the destination address in 
the item (4) of the judgment rule is calculated based on 
Hamming distance between destination address codes. 

13. The email processing method according to claim 1, 
further comprising the step of continuing the reception, clas 
si?cation and accumulation of the emails until an accumula 
tion condition, specifying at least one of accumulation time 
and the number of accumulated emails, is satis?ed. 

14. The email processing method according to claim 1, 
further comprising: 

for an email judged to be of the prescribed type, preventing 
transmission of information to the source of the email, 
the information being information on the user at the 
destination of the email. 

15. The email processing method according to claim 1, 
further comprising the step of executing a process including 
at least one of the following items for the emails judged to be 
of the prescribed type: 

(a) blockage of delivery to the user, 
(b) transmitting a pseudo error message, replicating an 

undeliverable mail which is returned by a mail server to 
the source when undeliverable, to the source, 

(c) deletion, 
(d) blocking an undeliverable mail from being returned to 

the source when the undeliverable mail is transmitted by 
a prescribed mail server, 

(e) transmitting a warning message to the source, 
(f) preserving information on the emails of the classi?ed 

gr 011p, 
(g) inquiring of each user whether to deliver each email of 

the classi?ed group or not and processing the email 
according to a reply of the user to the inquiry, 

(h) rejection of domain name service regarding a pre 
scribed mail server requested by a device corresponding 
to the source of the emails of the classi?ed group, and 

(i) rejection of requests for connection to a prescribed mail 
server made from the IP address of a device correspond 
ing to the source of the emails of the classi?ed group. 

16. The email processing method according to claim 1, 
wherein the emails include undeliverable mails each of which 
is transferred from a prescribed mail server to the source 
when an email to a user at the destination is undeliverable. 
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17. An email processing method, comprising the steps of: 
receiving emails while classifying and accumulating the 

received emails based on two or more classi?cation 

rules, wherein the two or more classi?cation rules that 
are used to classify received e-mails include: 
a relay path, wherein the relay path includes a relay order 

in which an e-mail is relayed from a source terminal to 
a destination terminal through one or more relay 

devices; and 
names of one or more relay devices regardless of the 

relay order in which an e-mail is relayed through the 
one or more relay devices; 

continuing the reception, classi?cation and accumulation 
of the emails until an accumulation condition, specify 
ing at least one of accumulation time and the number of 
accumulated emails, is satis?ed; 

judging whether or not the emails accumulated in each of 
classi?ed groups satisfy each item of a judgment rule 
containing at least one of: 
(1) the number of received emails per unit time is a ?rst 

threshold or more, 
(2) the number of emails having an invalid destination 

address is a second threshold or more, 
(3) the source address is invalid, 
(4) the degree of difference of the destination address 
between emails in the classi?ed group is a third 
threshold or more, 

(5) the mail text contains prescribed contents, and 
(6) the mail text contains a prescribed URL according to 

a judgment rule application condition specifying 
which items of the judgment rule should be applied, 

wherein the emails accumulated in one classi?ed group of 
emails being judged were classi?ed based on relay path, 
wherein the relay path includes relay order in which an 
e-mail is relayed from a source terminal to a destination 
terminal through one or more relay devices; and 

wherein the emails accumulated in another classi?ed group 
of emails being judged were classi?ed based on names 
of one or more relay devices regardless of the relay order 
in which an e-mail is relayed through the one or more 

relay devices; 
judging whether or not each of the classi?ed groups obeys 

a comprehensive judgment rule which employs the num 
ber of satis?ed items of the judgment rule in the items 
speci?ed by the judgment rule application condition as 
its condition of judgment; and 

executing a prescribed mail process including at least one 
of the following items for the emails of the classi?ed 
groups judged to obey the comprehensive judgment 
rule: 
(a) blockage of delivery to the user, and 
(b) transmitting a pseudo error message, replicating an 

undeliverable mail which is returned by a mail server 
to the source when undeliverable, to the source. 

18. The email processing method according to claim 17, 
further comprising the steps of: 

collecting statistics on the result of the judgment on the 
comprehensive judgment rule by executing the sequence 
of proces ses described in the email processing method at 
least once; and 

setting or altering contents of at least one of the accumu 
lation condition, the judgment rule, the judgment rule 
application condition and the comprehensive judgment 
rule depending on the collected statistics. 

19. The email processing method according to claim 17, 
further comprising the step of receiving input for setting or 
altering contents of at least one of the accumulation condi 
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18 
tion, the judgment rule, the judgment rule application condi 
tion and the comprehensive judgment rule via a user interface. 

20. The email processing method according to claim 17, 
wherein classi?ed groups corresponding to a prescribed 
exceptional rule are excluded from the targets of the pre 
scribed mail process even when the classi?ed groups obey the 
comprehensive judgment rule. 

21. The email processing method according to claim 20, 
wherein the prescribed exceptional rule includes at least one 
of the address of a source to be excepted, the domain name of 
a source to be excepted, a time slot in which the prescribed 
mail process is not executed, and a time period in which the 
prescribed mail process is not executed. 

22. The email processing method according to claim 17, 
further comprising the steps of: 

acquiring a delivery rejection condition, containing at least 
one of a domain name and a source address for rejecting 

email delivery, from a prescribed server when a user has 
registered the delivery rejection condition with the pre 
scribed server; and 

determining classi?ed groups as the targets of the pre 
scribed mail process based on the acquired delivery 
rejection condition. 

23. The email processing method according to claim 17, 
wherein: 

the number of satis?ed items of the judgment rule in the 
items speci?ed by the judgment rule application condi 
tion is de?ned in the comprehensive judgment rule as a 
factor for ranking, and 

each of the classi?ed groups is ranked according to the 
comprehensive judgment rule so that the rank will 
become higher as the number of satis?ed items of the 
judgment rule gets larger, and 

the prescribed mail process is executed at least for emails 
of a classi?ed group that is ranked among the highest 
rank by the ranking. 

24. The email processing method according to claim 23, 
wherein the accumulation condition is altered and the 
sequence of processes described in the email processing 
method is continued further for at least one classi?ed group 
that is not ranked among the highest rank by the ranking. 
25.A server device for selecting emails of a prescribed type 

undesirable to users and processing the selected emails, com 
prising: 

a network interface con?gured to receive emails; 
a disk unit having stored thereon programs having: 

a mail classi?cation unit for classifying and accumulat 
ing the received emails based on two or more classi 
?cation rules, wherein the two or more classi?cation 
rules that are used to classify received e-mails 
include: 
a relay path, wherein the relay path includes a relay 

order in which an e-mail is relayed from a source 
terminal to a destination terminal through one or 

more relay devices; and 
names of one or more relay devices regardless of the 

relay order in which an e-mail is relayed through 
the one or more relay devices; 

a judgment unit for judging whether the emails accumu 
lated in each of classi?ed groups are emails of the 
prescribed type or not according to a prescribed algo 
rithm, 

wherein the emails accumulated in one classi?ed group 
of emails being judged were classi?ed based on relay 
path, wherein the relay path includes relay order in 
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which an e-mail is relayed from a source terminal to a 
destination terminal through one or more relay 
devices; and 

wherein the emails accumulated in another classi?ed 
group of emails being judged were classi?ed based on 
names of one or more relay devices regardless of the 
relay order in which an e-mail is relayed through the 
one or more relay devices; and 

an email processing unit for executing a process based 
on the result of the judgment; 

and 
a central processing unit con?gured to execute the pro 

grams stored on the disk unit. 
26. A non-transitory computer-readable record medium 

storing a program for instructing a computer to implement: 
a classi?cation function for classifying and accumulating 

received emails based on two or more classi?cation 
rules, wherein the two or more classi?cation rules that 
are used to classify received e-mails include: 
a relay path, wherein the relay path includes a relay order 

in which an e-mail is relayed from a source terminal to 
a destination terminal through one or more relay 

devices; and 

20 
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names of one or more relay devices regardless of the 

relay order in which an e-mail is relayed through the 
one or more relay devices; 

a judgment function for judging whether the emails accu 
mulated in each of classi?ed groups are emails of the 
prescribed type or not according to a prescribed algo 
rithm, 
wherein the emails accumulated in one classi?ed group 

of emails being judged were classi?ed based on relay 
path, wherein the relay path includes relay order in 
which an e-mail is relayed from a source terminal to a 
destination terminal through one or more relay 
devices; and 

wherein the emails accumulated in another classi?ed 
group of emails being judged were classi?ed based on 
names of one or more relay devices regardless of the 
relay order in which an e-mail is relayed through the 
one or more relay devices; and 

an email processing function for executing a process based 
on the result of the judgment. 
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